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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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6) S Claim(s) 1-5 and 10-12 is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Meunier (4,423,558) in view of Gringras (3,503,790). Meunier 

discloses a device for heat exchange between solid particles (sand) and a gas current 

and includes a furnace (1), a sand inlet (16) arranged at the top of the furnace body, a 

smoke discharge and dust removing port (18), a hearth and sand outlet near the 

combustion mouth structure (SEE enclosed illustration), a combustion mouth (6) 

arranged in the lower part of the furnace body, a multi-layer heat exchanger (12-15) 

which are mesh grill made of a plurality of steel strips (this anticipates the crisscrossly, 

lath, and sieve hole limitations), and a sand inlet guidance (16, 17). 
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The combustion mouth structure resides in the windbox (3), which, at its 
lowermost portion, shows what appears to be an outlet which is an opening inherently 
capable of passing fine sand particles. Meunier however provides no explanation of this 
portion of the furnace. Gringas is considered related art since it pertains to a tower (1) 
for preheating sand and a reactor (13) for further processing of hot sand. Gringas also 
teaches grilles (6) and (8) by which the sand grains may fall through. Figure 1 & 4 of 
Gringas show that it is well known in the art for a sand outlet (4) to be arranged at the 
bottom of the furnace body near the side of the combustion mouth (as indicated by 
elements 2 & 3), and hence a person of ordinary skill in the art would reasonably 
interpret the furnace of Meunier to function similarly to that taught by Gringas. It would 
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have been obvious at the time the invention was made, to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which the subject matter pertains to have modified the furnace of Meunier to 
include the more distinguished sand outlet arranged at the bottom of the furnace near 
the side of the combustion mouth as taught by Gringas for the purpose of discharging 
the heated sand from the furnace structure. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 7-9 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 12/4/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicants primary argument appears to be that the particles in the 
fluidized bed of the prior art reference Meunier, remain suspended in the fluidized bed 
and only escape through overflow conduit 8, and concludes that the particles do not 
exit through the bottom of the furnace. The applicant furthermore argues that there is 
no explanation on how the particles are removed and that one can only speculate that 
they are blown out through some side port from the air being admitted or in some other 
manner. The examiner respectfully disagrees, since nowhere in Meunier does it state 
that conduit (8) is the only means of sand removal, and directs the applicants attention 
back to the fluidization grill (2) under which is positioned a wind box. It is very well 
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known that the grill is a mesh structure capable of allowing the flow of gas/air to pass 
therethrough. It is also conceivable for fine fluidized bed particles to fall through the 
mesh structure by way of gravity. Meunier indeed does not provide a clear teaching of 
what the opening at the bottom of the wind box (3) is, however the now incorporated 
reference of Gringas (3,503,790) teaches that it is well known in the art that the outlet 
portion of the structure equivalent to the wind box (3) can provide an exit for sand 
particles through the bottom of the furnace in a location near the combustion mouth. It 
is concluded that a person having ordinary skill in the art would recognize the [port] at 
the bottom of the wind box of Meunier as an opening for fine particle removal. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gregory A. Wilson whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4882. The examiner can normally be reached on 7 am - 4:30 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Josiah Cocks can be reached on (571) 272-4874. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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